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A REVIEW OF THE SPECIFIC NAMES IN 
NORTH AMERICAN MIARUS 
(COLEOPTERA: CURCULIONIDAE) 


By D. M. ANDERSON! 


During a study of the immature stages of the North American species 
of the genera Miarus, Mecinus, and Gymnaetron (tribe Mecinini), it be- 
came evident that the status of most of the names proposed for North 
American species of Miarus was rather uncertain. Therefore, a study of 
the type specimens, and other material mentioned by the authors of those 
names, was undertaken. The synonymy proposed as a result of this study 
is presented below, with a discussion of each name following in subsequent 
paragraphs. Unless otherwise indicated, all specimens mentioned are located 
in the collection of the U. S. National Museum and have been examined 
by the writer. 


Miarus Schoenherr, 1826 


The original author of the name Miarus apparently is Schoenherr (1826, 
p. 320), as indicated by LeConte (1876), Pierce (1919), and Neave 
(1940), although Reitter (1907), Klima (1934), and more recent authors, 


~such as Franz (1947) and Hoffmann (1958), have recognized Stephens 


(1831, p. 15) as the first author of that name. 


Miarus hispidulus LeConte 


Miarus hispidulus LeConte, 1876, p. 221. Lectotype, here designated: 
Female, labeled “‘Ill.”; second of four syntypes in J. L. LeConte 
collection; Museum of Comparative Zoology Type No. 5225. 

Miarus hispidulus Reitter, 1907, p. 46. (Described as a new species from 
“Andalusien”; type series not seen.) Preoccupied by Miarus hispidulus 
LeConte, 1876. 


Miarus hispidus Bovie, 1909, p. 17. (New name for Miarus hispidulus 
Reitter, 1907.) 


Miarus puritanus Casey, 1910, pp. 143-144. Type: Male, labeled “‘Mass.”’; 
U. S. National Museum Type No. 36782. (NEW SYNONYMY ) 


Miarus consuetus Casey, 1910, p. 143. Lectotype, here designated: Male 
(?), labeled “Ks.”; first of two syntypes in T. L. Casey collection; 
U. S. National Museum Type No. 36781. 

Miarus nanus Casey, 1910, p. 144. Type: Male (?), rostrum entirely 
missing, labeled “Mass.”; U. S. National Museum Type No. 36783. 
(NEW SYNONYMY ) 

Miarus illini Casey, 1910, p. 144. Type: Female, labeled “Ill,” pin also 
bearing a white paper disc with “6/20” on it; U. S. National Museum 
Type No. 36784. (NEW SYNONYMY) 
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Miarus micros (Germar), 1821, sensu Pierce, 1919, p. 36. [Misidentifica- 
tion] 

Miarus meridionalis (Brisout), 1862, sensu Pierce, 1919, p. 36. [Mis- 
identification | 


Miarus erebus Casey 


Miarus erebus Casey, 1910, pp. 142-143. Lectotype, here designated: 
Female, labeled Mex. with a solid bar over e and x [from near Colonia 
Carcia, Sierra Madre Mts., Chihuahua, elev. 7,300 ft., collected by 
C. H. T. Townsend, according to the original description]; first of 
five syntypes in T. L. Casey collection; U. S. National Museum Type 
No. 36780. 


DISCUSSION 


Miarus hispidulus Reitter (renamed Miarus hispidus by Bovie, 1909) 
was first placed in synonymy with M. hispidulus LeConte by Pierce n 1919) 
without any indication of the reasons for this action. More recently, Franz 
(1947), having seen some specimens evidently used by Reitter (1907) in 
describing his Miarus hispidulus, decided that those specimens are examples 
of M. hispidulus LeConte, which were actually collected in North America 
but not so labeled by the collector (G. Strobl), and presented to Reitter, 
who had mistakenly thought that they had originated in southern Spain 
and that they represented an undescribed species. 


Examination of the type specimens of Miarus puritanus Casey, M. illini 
Casey, and M. nanus Casey, all of which were described from single speci- 
mens, revealed no features that would consistently separate them from 
Miarus hispidulus LeConte, as represented by the lectotype specimen and 
by 102 specimens in the National Museum collection. A survey of the 
latter material, collected at various localities from Michigan south to 
Florida, indicated that individual variation would account for the dis- 
tinguishing features given by Casey (1910) for his M. puritanus, M. nanus, 
and M. illini. 


For reasons rather uncertain to the writer, Leng (1920) listed nanus 
and illini as varieties of puritanus, but listed M. consuetus Casey as a 
variety of M. hispidulus LeConte. Klima (1934) apparently followed 
Leng (1920) in listing M. illini as a synonym of M. puritanus, but his 
reasons for placing M. nanus as a synonym of M. meridionalis (Brisout) 
are not evident to the writer. 


The two specimens from Kansas, upon which Casey (1910) based his 
Miarus consuetus, do differ from most of the Miarus hispidulus specimens 
examined in having all-white vestiture arranged in single rows on most 
of the elytral intervals, rather than a mixture of brown and white (or pale 
gray) vestiture arranged in two or more rows on each elytral interval. 
However, these differences are not entirely consistent. A few specimens 
in the National Museum collection from Kansas and Iowa were found to 
agree in all respects with the lectotype of M. consuetus, but other specimens 
from the same area (particularly Lake Okoboji, Iowa) were seen to be 


—_ 
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intermediate between them and most other specimens of M. hispidulus in 
having some brownish vestiture on the prothorax and elytra, or in having 
vestiture that is white but arranged in more than one row on each elytral 
interval. No differences in the genitalia of either sex or consistent differ- 
ences in other characters, such as size and body shape, could be found 
between specimens agreeing with the lectotype of M. consuetus and ex- 
amples conforming with the lectotype of M. hispidulus. Because of the 
lack of consistent differences between the specimens studied, M. consuetus 
and M. hispidulus are interpreted here as one species. 

The two specimens from Winnipeg, Manitoba, identified as Miarus 
micros (Germar) by Pierce (1919) are also apparently representatives of 
Miarus hispidulus LeConte having whitish vestiture. They definitely do 
not agree with European specimens identified as Miarus micros in the 


' National Museum collection, which have a yellowish decumbent vestiture, 


nor do they agree with Germar’s (1821) original description of M. (then 
Cionus) micros, or with the more recent description and drawings of that 


` species by Hoffmann (1958). 


The single specimen from Douglas Co., Kansas, identified by Pierce 
(1919) as Miarus meridionalis (Brisout) does, as stated by Pierce, agree 
closely with the specimens described by Casey (1910) as Miarus consuetus, 
and is likewise interpreted here as an example of Miarus hispidulus Le- 


Conte having white vestiture. 


Miarus erebus Casey is evidently a distinct species. The specimens in 
the type series are easily separated from Miarus hispidulus LeConte by the 
characters given in the key by Casey (1910), particularly by the long, 
white, erect vestiture of the prothorax (and to some extent, the elytra), 
which gives M. erebus a much more hirsute appearance. 
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BEETLE TALK 


Under this department, BEETLE TALK, we solicit your opinions, ideas, news, ques- 
tions, answers, impressions, challenges, complaints, announcements, etc., Or just 
about anything of an informal nature. Perhaps one of our readers has the answer 
to some of the questions now vexing you. Here, under BEETLE TALK, you can put 
those questions to quite a few coleopterists. We solicit your beetle talk. 


It may be wondered whether the “Origin of Species” would have been written 
if Mr. Lawson had not existed. . . . Of course, Mr. Lawson’s part in no way 
diminishes Darwin’s achievement, for it was not so much the fact of geographical 
variation, as its interpretation, that required genius. Nevertheless, credit should be 
given, as Darwin gave it, to Mr. Lawson, who must have been a naturalist of 
perspicacity and accuracy. Herein lies the moral, for perhaps one of us will un- 
knowingly provide, perhaps has already provided without knowing it, a key fact for 
the Darwin of the next generation——David Lack, American Scientist 51:13, 1963. 


The spread of education adds to the writer’s burdens by multiplying that pestilent 
fellow the critical reader. No longer can we depend on an audience that will be 
satisfied with catching the general drift and obvious intention of a sentence and not 
trouble itself to pick holes in our wording; the words used must nowadays actually 
yield on scrutiny the desired sense; to plead that anyone could see what you meant, 
or so to write as to need that plea, is not now permissible—H. W. Fowler, A Dic- 
tionary of Modern English Usage, 1937, p. 256. 


